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 ByRICHARD BURT ' “'States, the Sos?ieé!tl Union unveils an annual military budget.
Last year, Moscow said it planned to spend roughly nalf as
much as the United States for defense. However, intelli-1 .
gence analysts have never taken Saviet military budget fig-

T hges seriousty, arguing that Moscow regularly hides vast
amounts for its military in budgets for science and industry.
Accordingly, the Central Intelligence Agency has developed ;- -

WASHINGTON — Last Tuesday; Senator Sam Nunn,
the raigning Congressional expert on roilitary atfairs, deliv-
ered a gloomy message. After giving his colleagues a batch
of complicated graphs and statistics, the Georgia Democrat
announced that over the past decade, the Soviet Union had
outspent the United States for military forces by 5104 billion. by’ e ia] — system af estlmates, In

The Carter Administration’s original defense budget re- -i%ggi%eﬁ‘oa;ﬁg%ﬂiﬂi Siﬁeg weapons and then
quest totalled $135 billion and th;‘g piden ;a larﬁg ;umtg ! c:tlculat’es how much these arms would cast to build in the
‘money, . . " Mr. Nunn acknowledged. But he argu at the h o arcue that this approac
1980 Pentagon budget *‘is less in real dollars than the de-- gﬁsﬁséﬁhmléﬁpgggf ecgnomy's militafy bure
fense budget of 1965, after inflation is taken igto account.:; B eritics contend that it exaggerates actual spending. For
In almost every category — troops, ships, su marines an ’ 1 ‘o a lower than in the
fighter planes — the Ur;;tdgd States was D la.nn;{ng ;{o buy - %}Liagéglg;:ates qﬁiﬁ‘iﬁffﬁﬁ? ngt;l gany items for far
fewer weapons than it produced 15 years ago. Mr. Nunn's | 1 Ty can bet that it doesn’t cost the Soviets S1 million |

statistics showed Moscow’s military effort had consistently tgsb{,ﬂd a tank like it does hers,” sald one researcher.

grown since 1565, 40 a delense budget as much as 50 percent @ While there Is Httle disagreement that thai-r* tiefszsae
greater than Mr.-Carter was requesting. Spending 11or 12| effort is expanding, Defense Secretary Brown and other Adat
percent of its gross national product. annually for defense, as ministration officlals point out that the Soviet Union must

1

compared with less than 5 percent for the United States,
Moscow was on the verge of achieving a real degree of mili-
tary superiority in both nuclear and conventional forces. (At
the official exchange rate, the 500 billion ruble Soviet G.N.P.

would equal $694 billion, compared with the $1.7 trillion

United StatesG.N.P.) - - v
: Mr. Nunn’s statistics seemed persuasive. The Senate
a gﬂeed to add % billion to the Administration’s 1980 budget,
which the Administration was ready to take, and to increase
the 1981 and 1982 Pentagon budgets by a full 5 percent, which
the Administration didn’t want. At first, Secretary ot De-

fense Harold Brown said that the 5 percent increases were-
not needed to maintain the military balance withr Moscaw.

But evidently reacting to Mr, Nunn’s clout In the debate over
the strategic arms treaty, Mr. Brown changed his tune later
and:told the Forsign Relations Committee that future in-
créases in the Pentagon budget beyond 3 percent would not
be ruled out. ~ . TuEDL WUSLEEA LAMAT L
Mr. Nunr’s influence, however, apparently did not ex.
tend to the House Appropriations Commiittee, In contrast to
the Senate, it cut Mr. Carter’s 1980 request by 32.4 billion,
The action laid the groundwork for a Congressional debate
on defense spending whose outcome later this year could .
determine the fate of the SALT treaty. Underlying the Pen--
tagon budget debate was a still more controversial ques-
tion: Was the United States, as Senator Nunn charged,
really falling behind in the spending race with Maoscow? -
Many listeners found Mr. Nunn’s case for increasing
military spending convincing because, for the most part, he
relied onthe Administration’s own figures, However, critics
of oificial estimates of the Soviet military effort argue that
these should be approached with ﬁt caution. Anal
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' cope with the Chinese mititary threat as well as with West-

_tries of the Saviet-led Warsaw Pact.-
also argue that while Moscow appears to use its military

organizations RAPRIOMEdraer n3ecRGeare
for Detense Information, make the following points: ...« .,

ern power. Indeed, recent C.X.A, reports maintain that
ruch of the recent growth in the sizeof the Sovist Army can
be accounted for by the buildup aleng the Z,GOOnmile-‘bo.rder
with China. Otherofficials argue that it is a mistake, in look-
ing at the East-West military balance, to only focus on the
two superpowers. These analysts contend that,.in cambmed
military budgsts,. the 13 members of the North Atlaptic
Treaty Organization still are outspending the severn couns

@ Critics of Soviet-American spending comparisons

budget to build mare, the United States has tried. to build
* better weapons. Thus Mr. Brown has repeatedly told sena-
tors that American defense policy relies on superior:vteclh
-nology to-deter largesscale conilict rather than trying to
match the Saviet Union *‘man for man, or tank tortank.’” -
- This said, Mr. Nunn did appear to reflect a growing con-
sensus in defense circles that the military balance is tilting
toward Moscow. In part, this belief is based bn a recoguition-
that while maintaining its numerical edge in many areas,
the Soviet military is catching up with the Westin techmcal
prowess, Thus, despite the controversy over spending come
parisons, there was little dissent with Mr. Brown’s state- |
ment last week that *‘a reasonable worldwide balance st;tg—i
exists because of our past efforts, but unless we act fasi
Sncrease our etforts, the difference in current effect would. ‘
soon bereflected in an unacceptable imbalance.” - - - - "
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